of Directors, headquartered in that city, intended to approve a nearly $20 million forestry loan to his country in less than a week. 2 The Environmental Foundation, Ltd. (EFL), 3 of which de Silva is chairman, and other Sri Lankan organizations had been concerned about this proposed loan for years.
Tropical forests in Sri Lanka, an island nation to the south of India, have been decimated. Their total area has been reduced from 13 million acres at the end of the eighteenth century to 3.2 million acres today, and activities such as commercial logging and clearing for agriculture and human settlement continue to destroy about 100,000 more acres each year. ' In an attempt to counteract this alarming rate of destruction, the Sri Lankan government adopted a Forestry Master Plan in 1986. 5 The Plan was the subject of intense criticism for overemphasizing commercial logging and slighting conservation. 6 Despite this controversy, the Bank proposed to finance the implementation of the first five years of the Plan through a new forestry sector development loan. 7 De Silva immediately sat down with staffers at the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), one of a number of American public interest environmental law firms that have worked for more than a decade to improve the environmental quality of foreign aid, with a recent focus on loans provided by the World Bank.' A hastily developed joint strategy targeted at influencing the decision on the World Bank loan drew on the strengths of both organizations. EFL had legitimacy in the form of local perspective, expertise with respect to the project, and a direct stake in the outcome. NRDC had leverage in the form of access, influence, and extensive experience with the Bank.
With a few telephone calls, NRDC obtained meetings with executive branch officials and the United States representative to the Bank. De Silva's impressive grasp of the project's factual, legal, and policy aspects and his compelling advocacy style persuaded the United States officials of the loan's shortcomings. Over the next few days, NRDC staffers, through further follow-up meetings pursues its mission is the award of individual loans to borrowing country governments or government agencies. This Essay will not consider the activities of the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency, a related organization. with executive branch officials, were able to translate the momentum from this initial meeting into a communication from the United States to Bank staff questioning whether the Bank had properly evaluated the environmental consequences of the proposed loan. At the request of the United States Executive Director to the World Bank, the Bank delayed formal consideration of the loan for two days to permit further investigation into the project's environmental integrity.
WORLD BANK, MEMORANDUM AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION TO THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS ON
A subsequent meeting with environmental officers at the Bank itself was considerably more confrontational than the earlier contacts with executive branch staff. Because of the need for a firm grasp of the factual context of the project, de Silva's local perspective was at a premium here. From my previous experience as the NRDC lawyer on similar projects, I decided to defer to de Silva's local perspective and direct stake in the loan and said very little. Nevertheless, my mere presence served as a reminder of the substantial sense of urgency that NRDC and EFL, through the United States government, had already generated at the Bank. Although the Bank officers were very cordial to de Silva, one Bank official snapped at me the few times that I spoke, perhaps as a result of frustration from previous dealings with American public interest organizations which intervened in the Bank's decisionmaking procedures. He made it quite clear that he did not consider this project to be of any concern to either the citizenry or the government of the United States.
At one point, tLis official began to change the focus of the conversation with de Silva from the question of whether the loan should be approved in the upcoming vote to prospects for the project after the Bank approved the loan. I slipped de Silva a note saying, "Be careful not to leave him with the impression that you are satisfied with this loan if you are not." De Silva then politely but firmly returned the conversation to the issue of the project's defects, which earned us both glowers from the Bank official.
Following this encounter at the Bank, de Silva and the NRDC staffers then called on the Sri Lankan government's representative to the Bank. In addition, de Silva sent a telex reporting on recent developments from Washington to an EFL colleague in Sri Lanka. In response to that colleague's intervention, and after an inquiry from the Department of State, 9 the mission of the United States Agency for International Development (AID)' 0 in Colombo, Sri Lanka cabled Washington, expressing serious reservations about the environmental implications of the project." At the last minute before the vote, the Sri Lankan gov- 11. Telegram from American Embassy, Colombo, Sri Lanka to U.S. Department of Treasury, Washington, D.C. (June 12, 1989) ("We would like to suggest that a moratorium be placed on logging until the forest ernment-presumably as a result of the combined pressure from the Bank, the United States, and representatives of its own citizenry-adopted the position recommended by EFL and announced a moratorium on logging operations in 45,000 acres of natural forests until ecological surveys were completed. 2 Sri Lanka similarly followed EFL's exhortation that the government require preparation of detailed environmental impact statements, for proposed logging sites under a new law providing for public scrutiny and comment by groups like EFL. 13 At the World Bank Board meeting, the United States supported the proposed loan, subject to the full implementation of the Sri Lankan government's promises. 14 Ironically, despite its hostile reaction to EFL's and NRDC's intervention in this proposed loan, the World Bank, in a subsequent environmental progress report, cited this loan as one of its best. 15 EFL's and NRDC's experience with the Sri Lankan forestry loan illustrates the need for a new approach to guide public interest advocacy for decisions taken in the United States that may have significant environmental consequences in the Third World. However, to date, there has been little effort to define the characteristics of responsible environmental reform efforts by private citizens and organizations in the United States on foreign environmental problems, such as the quality of foreign aid. Moreover, there have been virtually no attempts to identify a principled role for American lawyers in Third World environmental issues. This Essay will respond to these lacunae by articulating a new approach to advocacy based on a partnership model. 14. Statement of Mark T. Cox, IV, Alternate Executive Director of the United States to the World Bank (June 15, 1989) ("We were very pleased to hear of the Sri Lankan Government's new policy to refrain from logging in natural forests until environmental impact assessments are completed. Our support for this loan is based on the understanding that the Government has indicated that the environmental impact assessments will be done according to the new law on environmental assessment promulgated last December.") (on file with author); see Stammer, Environmental String 7ied to Sri Lanka Loan, L.A. Times, June 17, 1989, § 1, at 1, col. 3.
15. WORLD BANK DEV. COMM., WORLD BANK SUPPoRr FOR THE ENVIRONMENT: A PROGRESS REPORT 17-18 (1989) . Since the approval of the World Bank loan, the Government of Sri Lanka has created a working group of nongovernmental organizations to review prospective logging sites and to decide which should be preserved as protected areas because of their hydrological importance or value from the point of view of biodiversity.
Given the limitations of existing international structures, a partnership model of advocacy can be an effective tool for domestic and Third World public interest organizations to achieve responsible environmental policies in developing nations. Moreover, past successes with such a model show that it can provide a basis for substantially improving access by individuals and public interest organizations in the Third World to international decisionmaking processes in the future. In Part I, this Essay identifies the need for American public interest advocates to establish partnerships with directly affected groups on Third World environmental issues. Next, Part II examines another case study of partnership advocacy by nongovernmental organizations in Sri Lanka and the United States. Elaborating on this specific experience, Part III of this Essay evaluates the general benefits and responsibilities of the partnership relationship. After articulating the limitations of partnership advocacy, Part IV then proposes an extension of that model that focuses on establishing formal international adjudicatory mechanisms to provide remedies to those members of the public injured by decisions of international institutions.
I. THE NEED FOR PARTNERSHIP
The World Bank-financed Sri Lankan forestry loan is just one of many examples of development assistance decisions with a nexus in the United States that can have serious environmental consequences in the Third World. For some time, the environmental integrity of foreign aid, whether of bilateral 6 or multilateral 17 origin, has been the subject of significant concern. Partnerships 16. AID had no systematic environmental review procedures until it was prodded with a suit by a number of domestic environmental organizations. fits from both the Third World group's stake in environmental issues directly affecting it and the American organization's leverage in international decisionmaking bodies. Combining the elements of legitimacy and leverage synergistically augment each group's ability to advance the partnership's agenda.
A. Joining Legitimacy and Leverage Through Partnership
The model of the public interest law firm, designed to advocate aggressively the needs of underrepresented constituencies such as the poor and victims of racial discrimination, has existed in the United States for some time. 1 9 This structure has been adopted abroad as well. For example, EFL consciously modeled its structure in part on American public interest law firms like the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund and NRDC. 20 A number of public interest law firms are membership organizations" whose members are the underrepresented interests to which the organization is ultimately accountable. Implicit in the model of a membership-based public interest law firm is a minimum connection between the issues the organization takes on and its members' interests. For domestic membership organizations engaged in public policy advocacy in American judicial, legislative, or administrative fora on domestic environmental and public health issues, establishing that nexus is relatively straightforward. In the domestic context, the legal and policymaking system also ensures a minimum level of accountability to the interests an advocate purports to represent. For instance, the doctrine of "associational" or "organizational" standing articulates an analysis for substantiating the connection between an organization and the interests on whose behalf it acts.? If this inquiry reveals such a connection, then the organization can bring suit in its own name on behalf of its members.
The question of an advocacy group's legitimacy becomes considerably more problematic if any component of this formula is missing, especially if the locus of the problem the group seeks to address is in a foreign country. If there is inadequate linkage between, on the one hand, a domestic organization and its constituent members and, on the other, the foreign interests it purports to represent, serious questions arise about the organization's authority to represent those interests. This principle applies regardless of how meritorious the underlying issue seems. While it is credible to assert that forest preservation interests in Sri Lanka are underrepresented, that does not, in itself, legitimize NRDC's representation of those interests before the World Bank. Of NRDC's more than 113,000 members as of September 1990, only 213-less than one-fifth of one per cent-reside in foreign countries, and none in Sri Lanka. 13 The question of legitimacy aside, American environmental organizations like NRDC potentially exercise a great deal of leverage over issues such as forest preservation in Sri Lanka. Over time, these organizations have built up reputations for expertise on domestic environmental issues with the United States government. Their influence on United States policymaking extends easily to the area of international relations, such as bilateral foreign aid. In addition, the United States is typically a significant, if not the predominant, player in intergovernmental organizations. Among the 155 members of the World Bank, the United States government currently holds over fifteen percent of the voting power, nearly twice as much as any other country.' 4 The physical presence of the Bank in Washington further magnifies the importance of the United States government within the institution. Ironically, American environmental organizations often have far greater leverage than the real stakeholders, members of the public in developing countries.
In the case of the World Bank-financed Sri Lankan forestry loan, partnership with EFL provided NRDC with the connection to local interests necessary for legitimate use of its institutional leverage. EFL was an established voice for underrepresented interests in Sri Lanka and had cooperated closely with other groups in Sri Lanka with similar constituencies. EFL had previously contacted NRDC about a number of Sri Lankan environmental issues with a connection to the United States. Somewhat fortuitously, de Silva was in the United States on an NRDC-sponsored fellowship for Third World environmentalists on the eve of the World Bank's vote on the Sri Lankan forestry loan. The two groups soon discovered a commonality of interest, and their informal relationship rapidly evolved into a partnership as the strategic need for collaboration and the long-term benefits of joint action became apparent. 
B. Overcoming Obstacles at Multilateral Institutions
EFL and NRDC surely needed the powerful combination of legitimacy and leverage that partnership provides in their campaign to protect Sri Lanka's forests from the adverse consequences of approval of the World Bank forestry loan. Public interest organizations like EFL and NRDC find multilateral institutions like the World Bank significantly more difficult to monitor and influence than bilateral assistance agencies. The latter are ultimately accountable to national legislatures that are able to exercise legislative and oversight power to ensure the environmental integrity of those agencies' projects, policies, and programs.' In the United States, additional domestic legal requirements, like the procedural and substantive guarantees of the Administrative Procedure Act 26 and the Privacy Act of 1974 (Freedom of Information Act), 27 give the public additional safeguards and remedies it can use to hold bilateral assistance organizations accountable.
By contrast, the multilateral development banks are considerably more intractable and less accountable to the public. For more than a decade, one of the World Bank's primary mandates has been to help alleviate poverty.s Nonetheless, Bank management has repeatedly asserted that the institution's professional staff is accountable principally, if not exclusively, to the institution's member governments. 29 As a result, there is virtually no role in the institution's governance or policymaking processes for members of the public in borrowing countries, the intended beneficiaries of Bank lending. Progress toward greater public participation in the institution's decisionmaking procedures has been slow and ad hoc at best." In addition, the institution's highly secret decisionmaking procedures routinely shield its actions from public scrutiny in borrowing and donor nations alike. 3 This means that members of 
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The Yale Law Journal [Vol. 100: 2645 the public in borrowing countries may have little or no notice of crucial decisions that will affect the very world in which they live. Even World Bank member nations have only highly attenuated control over Bank management. Twenty-two Executive Directors, appointed or elected by member country governments, represent member nations in Washington on a day-to-day basis. The authority of member country governments, acting through the Executive Directors, over the Bank's operations and its management and professional staff is cloudy. The Bank's General Counsel has issued a legal opinion concluding that member governments "are under an obligation not to influence the Bank's President and staff in the discharge of their duties, and Executive Directors are under the duty not to act as the instrumentality of members to exert such prohibited influence. '32 As a practical matter, for many member country governments the Bank's system of representation results in a highly diluted presence at the institution. For instance, one executive director represents the unlikely configuration of the Netherlands, Romania, Yugoslavia, Israel, and Cyprus." 3 Another, often referred to as the "Canadian" Executive Director, also represents most of the Caribbean countries? 4 Such odd juxtapositions of donor and borrowing countries-whose interests at the institution are unlikely to converge-can create serious conflicts for executive directors. Sri Lanka is represented on the Board of Executive Directors by a national of India, 5 a country whose relationship with Sri Lanka has been characterized by considerable tension over the past several years because of Sri Lankan fears of Indian hegemony 6 In addition, executive directors often receive background documents as little as ten days in advance of a vote on a proposed loan, 37 demonstrating that the central governments of member countries, particularly those that do not appoint their own executive director, are likely to have virtually no opportunity to examine proposed loans before Board action.
II. PARTNERSHIP IN AcIoN: ENERGY POLICY IN SRI LANKA
The worldwide campaign for environmental reform of the World Bank compellingly demonstrates a new approach to advocacy on Third World environmental issues. As concern for the environment has intensified worldwide, the number of private environmental organizations in the developing world has exploded. The relationship between the environment and development assistance from industrialized country governments and multilateral financial institutions has been a principal concern for many of these organizations 3 8 At the same time, the limitations on public policy advocacy on Third World issues by public interest law firms based in the United States have become abundantly clear. The resulting ad hoc working relationships between Third World and American organizations provide background for articulating a new model for advocacy in this largely unexplored realm.
In February 1989, EFL was instrumental in stopping an Asian Development Bank-financed project to construct a massive coal-fired power installation near the city of Trincomalee in northeastern Sri Lanka. The Trincomalee project ultimately could have been as large as 900 megawatts and would have been the first large-scale, fossil-fuel-fired generating facility in Sri Lanka, a country whose principal source of electricity is hydropower. EFL successfully led a coalition of nine Sri Lankan environmental organizations that objected to both the location of the facility near an ecologically sensitive coastal ecosystem and the lack of pollution control technology in the power station's design. In a tremendous victory for the Sri Lankan environmental movement, the Ministry of Power and Energy withdrew the proposal, citing serious environmental difficulties with the site selected. 3 9 The Ministry recently briefly resuscitated the proposal for the plant, suggesting a site on the southern coast of the country. After a consortium of local organizations objected, the President of Sri Lanka personally decided to abandon that proposal. 4 Building on their successful collaboration on the World Bank forestry loan, EFL and NRDC have entered into a formal relationship to examine in broad terms Sri Lanka's national energy needs and policies. 4 1 Further, EFL and NRDC are seeking to evaluate the viability of alternative energy strategies in Third World countries generally, with Sri Lanka acting as a model for future energy sector development programs financed by the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank, and other development assistance institutions. Finally, the partnership intends to enhance EFL's institutional capabilities in the energy policy field, creating new EFL staff positions for Sri Lankan nationals.
The EFL/NRDC energy project in Sri Lanka has great potential for identifying effective responses to the environmental problems which multilateral bank lending for Third World energy projects poses. Responsible lending could meet much of the Third World's growing energy needs by tapping the tremendous potential for energy conservation and improving end use energy efficiency. 42 These strategies would avoid serious environmental and social problems like land degradation, local air pollution, and population displacement that often accompany the construction of fossil fuel-fired power installations. 43 They would also mitigate regional and global environmental problems, such as acid rain and the greenhouse effect. 44 Furthermore, such strategies could significantly improve the economic situation of developing countries. Investments in efficiency gains typically require less capital and less foreign exchange than comparable amounts of new power supply, contributing to overall economic productivity. 4 5 Through improvements in efficiency and conservation, developing countries could avoid at least $1.4 trillion in power supply expansion costs between now and the year 2008.6
Unfortunately, multilateral development banks have a poor record for financing projects focusing on energy efficiency, energy conservation, and renewable energy resources. 47 For example, since 1980, the World Bank has devoted less than one percent of its total energy lending to improvements in end use efficiency. 48 The Bank's methodologies for evaluating proposed energy sector loans, moreover, do not systematically consider efficiency improvements, conservation, and renewable energy resources as alternatives to supplyexpansion projects like the proposed Trincomalee power plant. 9 Instead, these so-called "alternative" energy projects are the responsibility of a marginalized staff unit funded primarily by bilateral aid agencies and the U.N. Development Program, and only in part by the Bank's ordinary budget." The goal of the EFL/NRDC Sri Lankan energy undertaking is to reverse these trends in development bank lending by producing viable prototype lending proposals that either the World Bank or the Asian Development Bank could fund. 
U.N. DEV. PROGRAM, ESMAP IN THE NINETEEN-NINETIES: THE FINDINGS OF THE COMMISSION
To REVIEW ESMAP (1990) (report of high-level review commission containing 14 recommendations, including suggestion that World Bank's Energy Sector Management Assistance Programme "be responsive to... the vastly increased importance attached to producing energy in an environmentally benign manner," id. at 12.) (on file with author). See also PHILIPS, supra note 48, at 69-75 (concluding that ESMAP's attention to end use energy efficiency is "inadequate"). One of the principal reasons development bank staff give for a lack of institutional commitment to efficiency, conservation, and renewables is a lack of potential projects to fund. See G. Prickett & D. Wirth, Banking on Sustainable Energy 79-80 (draft Oct. 15, 1990) (unpublished manuscript on file with author). This perception feeds on itself, resulting in thin staff expertise in so-called "alternative" energy approaches, lack of interest in methodologies for comparing existing lending priorities to these "alternative" approaches, and a general sense that "alternative" energy is not, in the words of one World Bank staffer, the institution's "comparative advantage." Wirth, supra, at 94-95.
51. Generic issues, such as the Bank's institutional energy policies, are often more susceptible to effective advocacy from the United States than individual loans that raise complicated substantive issues. On these broad-gauge problems, access, leverage, and experience with the institution is at a premium.
III. LESSONS LEARNED: UNDERSTANDING ADVOCACY THROUGH

PARTNERSHIP
With the growing concern about the environmental effects on Third World countries of capital infusions from international financial institutions like the World Bank, a partnership model of advocacy has begun to coalesce. A developing country group first establishes a relationship with an American organization, which then communicates the developing country group's concerns to the United States government. Next, the United States, which has identified as a foreign policy goal improving the environmental quality of multilateral development bank lending, 2 intervenes with the World Bank, which, in turn, makes representations to the developing country's government. Incredibly, this circuitous method of partnership advocacy is often more effective in achieving environmental improvement than direct communication between a foreign public interest group and its own government. These partnerships also create significant additional benefits, such as empowerment of Third World organizations and long-term linkages between nongovernmental advocacy groups in developing and industrialized countries. 
A. The Benefits of Partnership
Typically, a policymaking nexus in both the developing country in question and the United States is part of a successful cooperative advocacy relationship. For instance, American citizens are ordinarily more effective advocates with their own government, through which they can indirectly exert pressure over multilateral institutions like the World Bank. By contrast, at the Bank itself, Americans are often perceived as lacking an immediate connection to problems in foreign countries; nationals of borrowing countries usually have a greater impact. A joint undertaking with Third World activists fills this lacuna by providing legitimacy for American advocates when they deal directly with the Bank. In addition, judging the merits of a particular advocacy goal or strategy in its own legal, social, political, and economic context requires the perspective provided by a foreign counterpart. In other words, cooperation with those who hold a direct stake in the outcome is necessary to identify the public interest in any particular situation.
When working effectively, collaborations like that between EFL and NRDC synergisticly magnify the strengths of the individual participants many times. The empowerment of citizens' organizations in developing countries is a particularly important benefit from this interdependent relationship. Partnership advocacy creates new opportunities for these organizations to overcome barriers to effectiveness in their own countries. Paradoxically, the indirect route by which Washington-based organizations act as interlocutor with the United States government and the World Bank is often a more effective mechanism for Third World activists to achieve their goals than dialogue with their own governments. Ideally, there should be channels for individuals and organizations in the Third World to obtain remedies directly for environmental harm anticipated from or caused by Bank-financed projects. 53 The world order, however, has not yet responded to this need. Until this occurs, the convoluted path of part--nership advocacy provides a means for Third World organizations to acquire greater leverage and influence both internationally-with multilateral organizations and foreign governments-and domestically-with their own governments.
American public interest groups also benefit from partnership with developing country groups. A close relationship with those who hold a direct stake in policy decisions gives the United States-based organization stature and credibility that it would not have if it were representing purely American interests. The American group can then effectively use its preferential access to factual information of accuracy, depth, and breadth from the foreign organization to make a unique contribution to the public policy debate within the United States and on the international level. For example, after de Silva's departure from the United States, executive branch officials crafting policy on 
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the Sri Lanka forestry loan looked to NRDC for information and advice, virtually all of which was obtained from EFL. Moreover, interaction with Third World groups provides American nongovernmental organizations with a more nuanced perspective on related international questions similar to the particular issue for which the partnership was formed.
B. The Responsibilities of Partnership
Although, on its face, collaboration between Third World and American public interest organizations has some elements of an attorney-client relationship, closer inspection reveals that this analogy is imperfect. First, more than just the needs of the foreign "clients" shapes the priorities of the American "attorneys" in these joint undertakings. American organizations like NRDC are players in their own capacity in their domestic political and legal system. 54 Their success as advocates for Third World environmental concerns derives from the leverage they use not only for their "clients"--foreign organizations like EFL-but for themselves as well.
American organizations working in cooperative relationships with Third World groups ordinarily have their own constituencies to which they are accountable as well as their own substantive stake in international issues. Consequently, they cannot, as a "real" attorney would, act purely as agents or instrumentalities of interests distinct from those domestic constituencies. For example, public policies concerning forests and power plants in Sri Lanka, whether of domestic or international origin, have obvious implications for the greenhouse effect and preservation of biological diversity. Both issues are global in character and top priorities for American environmental organizations.
The attorney-client analogy might appear somewhat more appropriate in an international forum, such as at the World Bank. In this context, American advocacy groups use superior information 55 and other resources to introduce the concerns of Third World groups into international decisionmaking processes. However, even on the international level the parallel breaks down. Most of an American organization's access to and leverage at the World Bank stems from its influence with the United States government, which wields disproportionate influence in most multilateral financial institutions. 56 The American organization's duty to its domestic constituency requires that it preserve its ability to influence American policymaking and, accordingly, can restrict its ability to represent the interests of its foreign "client." The American partner faces additional limitations on generic policy issues, like energy lending priorities or Bank document disclosure, where it may represent a multitude of "clients" whose interests are not identical.
The conflicts between an American organization's various constituencies can render extremely difficult the identification of the "public interest" that the American advocate seeks to advance. For example, the greenhouse effect engages issues of the global commons, of which the United States is a part.
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The United States contributes, directly through AID and indirectly through the World Bank and other multilateral organizations, to the formulation of energy policies in foreign countries. An American organization can quite credibly argue that it, as distinct from Third World organizations, has its own interest in assuring that public funds do not exacerbate the threat of global warming. In such a situation, there may be tension between an American organization's strictly domestic agenda, grafted onto an international issue, and the needs of a foreign organization that expects to realize its goals in part through a relationship with the American organization.
Even if American environmental advocates can assert some interest in Third World enviromental issues because of their connection to problems of the global commons, they cannot ignore parties with a considerably greater stake in those issues and fail to give those voices the commensurately greater deference and weight they deserve. Even when an American organization claims a stake in a geographically remote problem, it needs a foreign counterpart's onthe-spot perspective in order to craft a credible and effective remedy. 5 This analogy demonstrates that collaborative relationships between American and foreign environmental organizations are best characterized as partnerships, with the terms of each relationship defined on a case-by-case basis to meet the needs of the participants in a particular context. This conclusion, however, does not imply the absence of ethical considerations. In advocacy on the international level, there is no court to police a standing requirement. It is entirely possible for well-intentioned, but poorly informed American advocates to urge reform with little or no accountability to those in the Third World who will be affected, perhaps adversely, by those changes. Without the legitimacy and perspective that come from an alliance with a Third World partner, there is a sizeable risk that American environmental organizations will operate as unaccountably as, for example, the World Bank. This suggests, at a minimum, the necessity for an American group to locate those with a significant stake in a problem and to create a partnership with, and joint strategy acceptable to, those interest groups before undertaking public policy advocacy on that issue.
Once the American advocate has recognized the need for a partnership and identified a prospective partner, the terms of the relationship are up to the participants. The purposes for which a partnership may be formed, the goals of the partnership, and the needs of the participants are so context-specific that it is difficult to make generalizations about the content of the partnership relationship. However, common aspects of most successful partnerships include the open sharing of information, consultation in the formulation of joint strategies, and consensus decisionmaking.
IV. BEYOND PARTNERSHIP Notwithstanding its substantial success, the partnership advocacy model still provides strictly ad hoc remedies. From the point of view of Third World environmentalists, the necessity to speak through the mouth of a foreign organization to resolve important questions of environmental and public health policy in their own countries may be unsatisfying in practice and unsatisfactory in principle. These makeshift arrangements are not a substitute for direct access to meaningful remedies by those with a direct stake in the problem.
A. Limitations of the Partnership Model
The roundabout partnership strategy, while acquiring greater resilience with increasing use, can break down at any step along the way for reasons that have nothing to do with environmental quality. First, nonenvironmental factors may color the United States' reaction to allegations of environmental shortcomings in a World Bank loan. In January 1989, for example, environmental and economic concerns motivated the World Bank to defer indefinitely consideration of a proposed $500 million electric sector loan to Brazil that would have supported that country's nuclear energy program and a power expansion agenda involving up to seventy-nine dams in the Amazon basin. 9 The fact that $600 million in additional lending by private American banks was contingent on approval of the World Bank proposal significantly complicated the position of the United States government. While sympathetic to environmental concerns about the World Bank loan, the Department of the Treasury also had an interest in assuring approval of the proposal as a component of the executive branch's policy for alleviating the Third World debt crisis. Moreover, even when it is sympathetic to the partnership's goals, the United States may be wary of adverse reactions from other member countries at the Bank. Among Bank staff, the likelihood of conflicting goals is at least as great. Enumerated policies, such as the new operational directive on environmental assessment, govern the design of Bank-financed loans and projects. 60 But many of these standards, such as the Bank's environmental assessment procedures, are hortatory rather than binding. 6 ' The day-to-day dynamics within the institution tend to discourage the stringent enforcement of environmental conditions after loan approval. A strong institutional imperative, reinforced by career incentives to professional staff, encourages the Bank's management to move large amounts of capital out the door and into the hands of borrowing country governments. 62 Environmental concerns may delay or impede this objective. These same staffers, who have often invested months or years in the development of a particular loan, are the same individuals who respond to environmental concerns from member country governments, citizens organizations in the United States and abroad, and members of the public both before and after loan approval. The extreme difficulty of obtaining access to both the Bank's decisionmaking process and the documents it generates exacerbates these problems. 63 
See World Bank Shelves
B. Adjudicatory Mechanisms
Loan agreements between the World Bank and a member country government are analogous to treaties 64 and contain enforceable obligations. The Bank also has internal operating procedures and requirements that reflect evolving international standards in the areas in which the Bank operates. 65 At present, however, the remedies for failures by borrowing countries to observe loan conditions and for deviations by Bank professional staffers from their own operating procedures are discretionary and largely within the hands of the World Bank's staff, who are often the very same individuals who negotiate and implement the loan agreement with the borrowing country.
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A neutral adjudicatory mechanism would fill this gaping inadequacy in the existing international structure. In addition to creating a remedy for individual grievances, the adoption of a "private attorney general" model of citizen enforcement would advance the public interest by encouraging compliance with applicable standards. 67 Moreover, the creation of an adjudicatory mechanism to resolve grievances arising from the development assistance process would further the goals of accountability and empowerment at least as well as, and probably better than, the stopgap partnership model.
There are several precedents for access by private parties to multilaterallyestablished mechanisms to adjudicate violations of treaty obligations by states and failures to observe internal operating procedures by the staff of multilateral organizations. 68 The International Labor Organization (ILO) grants members of the public-in that case workers' and employers' organizations-access to a number of mechanisms to adjudicate nonobservance of binding standards established under ILO auspices. 69 These procedures have been highly successful in encouraging ILO member states' adherence to binding treaty obligations like those in World Bank loan agreements. In one of the most celebrated cases, after the Polish government declared martial law in December 1981 and dissolved all existing trade unions, two workers' delegates initiated a successful proceeding against the Polish government under the ILO's constitution and ILO conventions guaranteeing the right to organize and bargain collectively." Similar mechanisms at institutions such as the UN Human Rights Committee, the UN Commission on Human Rights, and regional courts and commissions have been highly successful in responding to both individuals' and organizations' complaints concerning human rights violations. 7 " Likewise, there are precedents for adjudicatory mechanisms which are available to individuals to remedy infringements of the internal procedures of international organizations. Most international organizations, such as the UN and the ILO, have an administrative tribunal for adjudicating disputes, primarily employee grievances, between officials of the organization and the organization itself. 72 In 1980, the World Bank, relying on the "principle... that where administrative power is exercised there should be available machinery, in the event of disputes, to accord a fair hearing and due process to the aggrieved party," created an administrative tribunal along the lines of the UN and ILO precedents. 73 This principle should apply equally to "aggrieved parties" other than Bank staff, and in particular to members of the public in borrowing countries injured by Bank-financed activities. 74 Creating causes of action for those with a direct stake in Third World environmental issues would enable them uniformly to seek effective remedies for their injuries. Unlike the partnership model, which leaves developing country groups dependent on American advocates, such new adjudicatory mechanisms would directly empower members of the public in Third World countries.
CONCLUSION
Until the international community creates adjudicatory mechanisms to give aggrieved members of the public in developing countries direct access to the foreign aid decisionmaking process, the partnership model of public policy advocacy is the best prospect for improving the environmental quality of development assistance. While passions in the United States about tropical forests, energy policy, and other Third World environmental issues run high, our ability effectively to craft public policy that is responsive to local needs overseas often does not. With an attenuated or nonexistent stake in the outcome, we can find ourselves doing more harm than good. The American role in public policy advocacy on Third World issues comes into clear focus only when seen 72. While practice from organization to organization varies, these mechanisms share a number of characteristics. First, they are generally composed of independent experts. Second, these administrative tribunals apply "internal administrative law," consisting of staff regulations and operating procedures. Third, they have the authority to award necessary remedies, including, in appropriate cases, specific performance. 
